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Introduction
Airborne Freight Corporation and its wholly owned subsidiaries, Airborne

Express Corporation and ABX Air, operate one of the fastest growing overnight
package delivery organizations in the world. Our United States ground delivery
operation has in service over 8500 mobile, portable, and fixed radios, operating
in the VHF, UHF and 800/900 MHz frequency ranges. These radios are essential to
the efficient and profitable pickup and delivery of packages.

Without access to sufficient radio spectrum, our ground delivery operations
grind to a halt. Because of the critical nature of electronic communications to
our business activities, Airborne Freight Corporation is concerned over the
direction in spectrum reallocations suggested by NPRM 92-235.

Spec ifica lly, Airborne Freight is concerned about the impact on our
existing VHF and UHF radio systems resulting from the changes proposed in NPRM
92-235. These systems bear a relatively small portion of the huge amount of radio
traffic Airborne operations generate each day. However, the cost to replace these
VHF and UHF radio systems with equipment operating in the 800/900 MHz range or
with narrow band VHF or UHF radios, is significant.

We feel that the following issues need closer examination by the
Commission, and that while 92-235 offers some very useful suggestions with regard
to the future of private land mobile radio systems, additional refinement is
essential. Airborne Freight Corporation is concerned about the following
operational and technical changes and respectfully suggests additional
consideration of each of these issues by the Commission:

1. The timeline proposed by NPRM 92-235 is very aggressive and does not allow
sufficient time for the depreciation of existing radio equipment and
infrastructure.

2. The cost of the conversion is high and shows little or no benefit for existing
small and medium sized users, especially users with 'near exclusive' VHF and UHF
channel assignments in suburban and rural areas.

3. The proposal seems to create an entirely new class of licensee; the for-profit
SMR operation with exclusive channel assignments. These entities will be
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permitted to operate SMRs where such assignments did not exist before the changes
established by NPRM 92-235 are made.

4. A significant potential exists for a reduction in the availability of
exclusive use channels in the 800 and 900 Mhz Business and Industrial/Land
Transportation channel pools.

5. Radical reductions in channel bandwidths are likely to make radio equipment
much more costly and reduce the number of vendors able to provide compatible
products.

6. Significant reduct ions in authorized transmitter ERPs at medium and high
elevations will greatly reduce operational range, significantly affecting our
existing wide area service. These systems operate at high power on VHF and UHF
channels precisely because wide area operation was a design requirement.

7. No common definition with regard to emission technique or trunking scheme.
Multiple methods of generating efficient narrowband modulation will result in
incompatibilities between each manufacturers product.

8. No indication of coordination of narrowband conversion efforts with Canadian
or Mexican authorities.

Specific Concerns
In an attempt to amplify our concerns, we have elaborated on each area of

concern. In addition, we have included suggestions as to possible improvements
in NPRM 92-235.

I. Implementation Timeline
The proposed two tier conversion scheme makes little sense for eXisting

users for two reasons. This approach creates the very real possibility of
additional interference to systems operating at reduced bandwidth and ERPs from
adjacent channel users. In addition, the method proposed by the Commission
creates a period of uncertainty between 1996 and the eventual mandated cut-over
dates in the 2004-2012 period.

Suggested Alternative Approach
Eliminate the first stage (1996) for narrowband conversion and retain the

2004-2012 dates for full conversion to narrowband operation. This allows for
better planning of system conversion, while anowing adequate time for the
amortization of existing radio equipment assets. This approach will allow
manufacturers to build a single radio product capable of operating on both
existing wideband channel spacings and those proposed in NPRM 92-235.

2. Cost of Radio System Conversion
The proposal offers little in the way of a market-based incentive for radio

system conversion. The creation of additional channels does not expressly
guaranty exclusive channel assignments, yet conversion will have very real costs
for users who must comply with equipment change out schedules.

In addition, the vertical stacking of users on a shared channel actually
serves as a significant disincentive to conversion since this method of
assignment will, in many cases, result in much greater channel congestion for
existing licensees.



Suggested Alternative Approach
We would 1ike to see the Commiss ion develop a market incent ive based

approach to the conversion task. Perhaps a better method of easing the conversion
process before the mandated conversion dates would be to allow existing licensees
the option of negotiating with co-channel licensees for channel exclusivity.
After agreeing with a11 affected co-channel users, a 1icensee or group of
licensees could split an eXisting 'wideband' channel into two or more exclusive
use channels and begin using narrowband technology well in advance of any FCC
mandated changes.

The creation of exclusive assignments from shared channels would serve as
the driving force behind conversion, creating an operational incentive for early
conversion. Exclusive use without full loading would be guarantied for some
period of time, perhaps as long as five years. At the end of that time period,
channel loading would be reviewed by the FCC. If loading was determined to be
sufficient to retain exclusive assignment, channel exclusivity would be
protected. If loading did not meet established standards, the Commission could
assign users up to (but not to exceed) full loading.

3. Creation of VHF SMR Systems via Innovative Shared Use Program
The creat ion of trunked SMR systems at VHF, while potent ia lly a very

effect ive means of providing high qua 1ity communicat ions services to sma 11
business users, is at odds with the way in which Airborne uses assigned spectrum.
We are currently competing with SMR system operators for spectrum in most major
markets where all 800 and 900 MHz channe ls have been ass igned. SMR system
operators and channel speculators have added channels to their fully loaded
trunked systems by targeting Business and Industrial/Land Transportation Pool
channels.

This severely limits channel availability for large and medium sized
dispatch systems like those used by Airborne in support of our delivery
operations. In many markets, the policy of allowing reassignment of General Pool,
Bus iness Poo 1 and Industria l/Land Transportat ion channels for SMR use has
significantly increased our cost of operation by forcing Airborne to use those
same SMRs for our dispatch requirements.

For this reason, Airborne is concerned that permitting reassignment of VHF
and UHF channels from Land Transportation and Business Radio Service elligibles
to SMR operations will result in expanded competition for these assignments with
the result that Airborne will be forced to use expensive SMR systems.

Suggested Alternative Approach
SMR operations should be prevented by service rules from expanding beyond

predetermined channel assignments, preventing encroachments on other service pool
assignments. This approach would protect both large and small users of spectrum
from aggressive SMR operators, while not significantly reducing the opportunities
available to SMR entrepreneurs.

4. Reduced Availability of 800/900 MHz Exclusive Use Assignments
The uncertainty fostered by the Commissions proposal for a two phase

conversion from existing wideband channel assignments to narrow band assignments
will force smaller, existing VHF and UHF radio users to place conventional 800
and 900 MHz radio systems into operation. This will have the unintended effect
of creating many partially utilized 800 and 900 MHz channels, channels where an



exclusive assignment would no longer be possible due to the presence of smaller
users.

The net effect wi 11 be to remove channe 1s from the poo 1 of channe1s
available to Airborne. In all cases where we are authorized an 800 or 900 MHz
channel, Airborne is able to fully load these assignments. This unintended
migration will have a severe impact on our ability to efficiently dispatch our
fleet, and will take a very real toll on our overall operational efficiency.

Suggested Alternative Approach
The Commission should work to create certainty in the reallocation process.

Elimination of the two phase approach to conversion and the setting of realistic
deadlines for conversion, will allow small and medium sized users to more easily
amortise the investment they have in their existing VHF and UHF radio systems.
Setting a single date (for each market grouping) for conversion from existing
wideband systems to narrow band systems would help eliminate the concerns many
users would have in the gap created between 1996 and the market conversions
established for the 2004 to 2012 timeframe.

5. Reductions in Channel Bandwidth
The proposed reductions is channel bandwidth are quite radical given the

current state of the radio art with regard to narrowband transmitter and receiver
technology. Type accepted equipment suited to the channel separations proposed
is currently available from only one vendor. Compare this situation with the tens
if not hundreds of products available from vendors capable of operating on the
existing 'wideband' FM radio systems. Even the market leader, Motorola, has
indicated that they would have difficulty producing a product suited for
operation on the proposed channel centers with the required emission mask.

Th is is not to say that a range of narrowband products wou ld not be
available within four or five years of a Rule Making, but rather that the lack
of products contributes greatly to the uncertainty associated with the entire
narrowband conversion process. This sense of uncertainty is not a positive
environment in which to conduct business, especially when radio communications
are an essential support function for other commercial activities.

Suggested Alternative Approach
Unlike the creation of the new narrowband radio service at 220 MHz, the

proposals outlined in NPRM 92-235 would displace eXisting commercial and
governmenta 1 organizat ions who depend on ava ilabil ity of their radio systems to
support their activities. Creation of any unneeded sense of uncertainty with
regard to the status of these systems is counterproductive and should be avoided
in any Commission proposal.

We would suggest delaying any initial implementation of the proposal until
such time as several (perhaps ten) type accepted products capable of operation
on the narrowest channel spacing proposed are available for sale. At that point
in time, the 'clock starts running'. The 1/1/2004-2012 dates could be used as
drop-dead dates when all conversion was to be complete, effectively 'directing'
the market to produce products for the narrowband assignments.

6. Reduction in Authorized ERP
The proposed reductions in authorized ERP for systems operating after 1996

are entirely out of step with operations outside of the densest urban areas.



These systems operate at VHF and UHF precisely because of the superb propagation
offered at these frequencies. VHF assignments perfectly suit the requirements of
wide area rural or suburban operations, allowing for the cost effective
performance essential in commercial and governmental radio systems. To attempt
to restrict coverage contours at VHF and UHF runs contrary to the 'best use' of
these assignments. Radio systems operating in the Western United States more
often than not depend on mobile relay or remote base station systems located on
very high mountains. These systems provide wide area coverage, coverage required
because of the nature of the widely dispersed populations in this region.

Urban users may wish to provide a high level of radio signal 'penetration'
into a building or neighborhood. This might best be accomplished by using a high
elevation radio site such as the World Trade Center and a high transmitter power
output. This application would also use a very low gain antenna since the desired
area of service is directly beneath the transmitter location. In this instance,
the proposed ERP limits would prevent engineering a system that would come close
to meeting the requirements of the radio system users. Public Safety users would
feel the impact of such changes immediately as would the myriad of organizations
that deliver products and services in a dense urban environment.

The Commissions proposal does not consider how these assignments are
currently used and seems to only look to 'cellularization' of dispatch radio
service as the only way in which to assign these channels. In this case the
desire for frequency reuse is out of touch with how these systems function and
the need they fill. The result is a vastly more expensive infrastructure simply
to provide the same signal strength over the desired service area. Base stations
and repeaters would need to be distributed among multiple radio sites at lower
altitudes to meet the needs of the wide area operations. Each additional radio
site would require additional equipment be bought, leases negotiated, and monthly
site access fees be paid. The net effect is a very significant impact on the cost
of operating private radio systems.

In addition, the proposal made no account-jng for the additional 9 to 10 db
of path loss differential between 155 MHz and 460 MHz radio systems. The use of
a single ERP vs. height table for both 150-216 MHz and 450-470 MHz is flawed as
a result. The penalty in coverage reduction for 450-470 MHz systems is
significantly greater than that experienced by VHF systems forced to reduce power
and/or HAAT to meet the ERP limits proposed in 92-235.

Suggested Alternative Approach
A thorough recons iderat ion of how VHF and UHF ass ignments are used is

clearly in order, especially in rural and suburban areas. The proposed ERP limits
are entirely too restrictive for reasonable operations, especially when wide area
operations are required. We suggest imposition of modest reductions in ERP based
on HAAT. A table of suggested ERP levels is shown below.

HAAT (feet)
0-246
246-394
394-590
590-990
Above 990

ERP (watts)
500
250
125
60
30

Some consideration for systems using directional antenna patterns should



also be included in the NPRM, especially where such use seeks to reduce co
channel interference to other authorized radio systems.

7. lack of Definition of Emission Standards for Interoperability
The Commission has seen fit to not establish any standards (other than an

emission mask) for a proposed modulation scheme for use with the narrowband
assignments in NPRM 92-235.

Suggested Alternative Approach
The Commission should establish a standard emission type and trunking

scheme that all radio equipment intended for use in the new services must
include. Additional methods of modulation and trunking could be offered in
products, but the common standard would always be required. This would allow
common interoperability between all radio systems.

8. No coordination of narrowband conversion efforts with Canada or Mexico.
No mention is made of contacts with the regulatory authorities in Mexico

or Canada. This would obviously be essential to any successful conversion to
narrowband technologies in areas in close proximity to the Canadian and Mexican
border.

Suggested Alternative Approach
As with the conversion timeline itself, coordination of conversion efforts

with Canadian and Mexican authorities is essential to a smooth transition from
existing FM technology to the very narrowband assignments proposed in the NPRM.
We wou ld hope thatho Tm
(FM)8mctois pucceld thatho Tm
(FM)8mive

effortsto coordinein theproposed with b o r d s t i n g

dustrogy pfesersialsinthate r e o n inthe pve

int h e thatin theeectiveinh o r a s i t i o n

t h e p r o p o s e d

b n e o nhosndthati v e

F

M

t

h

e

S

M

R

)

l

d

theto int h e t ot h e the t h e t h e the t o t ot o



aggressive given several important changes on the horizon. These changes include
the development of PCN/peS techno logy, the ava ilabi 1ity of digita 1 ce llu lar
service and potential for dispatch operation over cellular, and the proposed
transfer of approximately 200 MHz of Federal Government spectrum to the FCC
control.

Finally, offering stronger market-based incentives to allow conversion of
existing VHF and UHF assignments before reassignment in the next decade may offer
some relief to business users with an more immediate requirement for exclusive
channel assignments. It is our hope that the Commission will take a 'step back'
and give consideration to the responses received to the radical and innovative
proposals set forth in NPRM 92-235. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on
this NPRM.


